Description and evaluation of an evaluation process used by a religion textbook committee by Bir, Barbara Anne
DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION OF AN EVALUATION PROCESS 
USED BY A RELIGION TEXTBOOK COMMITTEE
RESEARCH PROJECT
Submitted to the Graduate Committee of the School of Education 
University of Dayton, in Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree 
Master of Science in Education
UNIVERSITY OE DAYIQN ROESCH LIBRARY
by
Sister Barbara Bir, O.S.U.
The School of Education
UNIVERSITY OF DAYTON
Dayton, Ohio 
July, 1982
Approved by:
88 03327
■*—---------------
Official Advisor
ii
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
Thanks to the many people who have made this paper possible 
Special thanks go to several people:
To Dr. Gordon Fuchs for his time and assistance
throughout this project.
To the Education Department for their support
and spirit of professionalism they impart 
to all of us,
And to Reverend Joseph Merkt for his hard work 
and enthusiasm during the committee work.
Finally, thanks to my Ursuline Community who made it all 
possible.
iii
TABLE OF CONTENTS
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS.......................................iii
Chapter
I. INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM. ... ................ 1
Statement of the Problem 
Procedure
Statement of Terms 
Results
Assumptions and Limitations 
Summary
II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE......................12
An Overview of Evaluation as Applied to 
Curriculum Evaluation Models
Stufflebeam et al.'s Process Model of 
Evaluation
Implications of Evaluation Models in 
Curriculum Evaluation
Summary
III. PROCEDURE.....................................29
Committee Membership 
Setting
Instrument of Evaluation 
Implementation of the Evaluation Process 
Description of the Evaluation Process 
Summary
IV. EVALUATION OF THE EVALUATIVE PROCESS .........  40
Context Evaluation 
Input Evaluation 
Process Evaluation 
Product Evaluation 
Discussion of the Evaluation 
Summary
V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION........................ 52
iv
VAPPENDIX............................................. 54
BIBLIOGRAPHY......................................... 58
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM
Any educator who has roamed the aisles of an education 
convention knows the problem of being confronted with pub­
lisher after publisher trying to entice the buyer into pur­
chasing their latest textbook series. The temptation to buy 
is great especially when "extras" such as charts, duplica­
ting materials or games are included as bonuses for buying
"now."
In choosing textbooks to be adopted it is sometimes 
difficult to know what criteria should be used in making the 
decision. If that decision is delegated to a committee, 
then what process do they go through in evaluating the series? 
After the decision is made, does the committee evaluate their 
evaluation efforts? Usually not. Looking at the evaluation 
process and what it entails will show why an evaluation of 
the evaluation process is important.
Even though the process or act of evaluating is nothing 
new, evaluation as an educational tool is relatively new and 
has continued to change in meaning and application. In 1942, 
evaluation was considered a "new-fangled" term (Woody, 1942) 
and generally referred to test devices to judge individual 
achievement (Cronbach, 1963). The definition of evaluation
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2has developed throughout the years along with the concept 
of what evaluation should entail. Several authors have
stated their own definitions of evaluation, and there are 
points of agreement and disagreement among all of them 
(Renzulli, 1972). Many do agree that evaluation implies a 
judgement (Metfessel, 1967; Stake, 1970), while others such 
as Tyler (1942) and Niehaus (1968) emphasize evaluation for 
the sake of change. Other definitions state that the pur­
pose of evaluation is to collect data so that decisions 
can be made (Cronbach, 1963; Stake, 1963; Stufflebeam, 1967).
For the purpose of this paper, the writer used the 
following definition of evaluation which expands the concept 
of evaluation into a process: "Evaluation is the process of 
delineating, obtaining, and providing useful information for 
judging decision alternatives" (Stufflebeam et al., 1971). 
This process is a continuous one and may occur on various 
levels of decision making.
Process, as it is used in the definition of evaluation, 
is defined as "a particular and continuing activity sub­
suming many methods and involving a number of steps and 
operations" (Stufflebeam et al., 1971).
Within the educational system, models of evaluation 
have been developed to attempt to explain how this process 
works. Such models have been developed by Tyler (.1942) , 
Taylor (1967), Metfessel and Michael (1967), Stake (1967), 
and Stufflebeam et al. (.1971). Most of these models try to 
present a complicated process, such as curriculum evaluation,
3in a way that the evaluator can see the relationship among 
various activities involved in the decision making process.
The fact that there are various models of evaluation
pertaining to curriculum points out the need for curriculum 
evaluation. One of the problems in curriculum evaluation 
is that there is confusion among those who deal with cur­
riculum as to what curriculum evaluation is and its effects
(Westbury, 1970). Another problem is that there is the 
need to judge, to decide on criteria, and to apply the cri­
teria to a full range of curricular issues (Westbury, 1970). 
Taylor (1967) maintains that there are many ways in which 
an individual can view the curriculum, and these views may 
not be congruent with how others view curriculum.
One particular task of curriculum evaluation is that 
of evaluating individual series for adoption by a particular 
school or district. This is a time-consuming task, if done 
by a committee. Sometimes the adoption is made by an ad­
ministrator without consulting others.
However it is done, the decision as to which series 
will be adopted by the school is one of importance. The 
textbook chosen helps to shape the curriculum, which in 
turn helps to shape teacher and student performance and 
knowledge (Lehr, 1979; Payne, 1974).
Once the decision has been made to enter the process 
of choosing a certain text then there are certain steps 
which are usually followed. Usually this process is under­
taken to solve a specific problem pertaining to goals,
4content, values, the philosophy of the school, or instruc­
tional procedures (Wright and Williams, 1977). But in the 
actual selection of the text, criteria need to be developed 
so that those evaluating the text will have guidelines to 
help in the decision making process. Although these criteria 
are varied, there are some which seem to be emphasized over 
and over again. Checklists and guides in choosing texts can 
be found in many sources including Fisher, Coyle, Steinmetz, 
(1977); Jevitz and Meints (1979); Bender and Baker (1979); 
Anderson et al. (1980); and Coursen (1977). Perhaps the most 
prominent of these lists was developed by Morrissett and 
Stevens (1967).
In order to evaluate textbooks in a systematic way, 
it is helpful to design an evaluation instrument. With the 
help of this tool the evaluators can have some kind of as­
surance that all important criteria are covered in the 
evaluation (Anderson et al., 1980; Morrissett and Stevens, 
1967) .
Perhaps the evaluation instrument can be more effec­
tively utilized by a group or committee rather than an in­
dividual evaluator (Frymier, 1966; Niehaus, 1968; Hallenbeck, 
1980; Wright and Williams, 1977). Hallenbeck (1980) suggests 
that an elementary textbook committee should be made up of 
teachers from lower grades balanced with upper grade teachers 
These teachers should have varying amounts of classroom ex­
perience. Bender and Baker (1979) would also include 
teachers with various levels of educational expertise.
5The task of this committee would be to go through the 
decision making process required to evaluate and select tasks 
To do this task effectively the group must have some aware­
ness of the decision making process as well as the evaluating 
process. One such process combines both of these elements
into a model.
In 1967, and later, collaborating with colleagues in 
1971, Stufflebeam developed a model which described the de­
cision making/evaluation process. In this model, evaluation 
and decision making are closely related processes which 
hinge on each other.
If evaluation is a process that furnishes information 
useful in guiding decision making, the first step to be 
taken would be to find out what decision alternatives will
be considered and what values or criteria will be applied. 
This information can only be obtained by getting involved 
in the subject to be evaluated. In other words, the entire 
purpose of evaluation is to service the decision making 
act (Stufflebeam et al., 1971). The timing of the steps in 
the decision making process must be set so the information 
gained is relevant to the problem.
As a process, decision making consists of four steps: 
awareness, design, choice, and action. These four steps 
potentially require evaluative information. Therefore, the 
relationship between evaluation and decision making is sym­
biotic (Stufflebeam et al., 1971).
6Once these preliminary steps have been set up the 
evaluation process itself can begin. Depending upon the 
type of decisions which need to be made, Stufflebeam (1967) 
presents his CIPP evaluation model which outlines four types
of evaluation.
Context evaluation is the first type of evaluation.
It is the most basic type of evaluation. The purpose of 
context evaluation is to provide a rationale for the deter­
mination of objectives. Contingency and congruence are two 
models which comprise the methodology of context evaluation.
Input evaluation is the second type of evaluation, 
with the purpose of providing information to determine how 
to utilize resources to meet program goals: those goals 
identified by context evaluation. The end result of input 
evaluation is usually a proposed design for implementing a 
program. The methodology of input evaluation is varied and 
may depend upon literature, committee meetings, and judge­
ments based upon personal experiences (Anderson, 1975).
The third type of evaluation is process evaluation.
This kind of evaluation serves the day to day decision 
making needs required to carry out the program. Recording 
of events and describing what actually takes place is another 
function of process evaluation. This function helps to de­
termine why objectives were achieved or not (Anderson, 1975; 
Stufflebeam et al., 1971).
Product evaluation is the fourth type of evaluation.
Its purpose is to measure and interpret to what extent
7goals have been achieved, not only at the end of the cycle, 
but also during the cycle of decision making and evaluation 
The methodology of product evaluation would include measure 
ments against criteria set up for the study (Stufflebeam et 
al., 1971).
Because there is a basic relationship among these 
evaluative and decision making activities described in 
Stufflebeam's model, the process of evaluation and decision 
making is a continuous cycle which provides information to 
the evaluators.
However, the evaluators need to be aware of factors 
which add to the complexity of decision making before the 
final decision is made. The first factor which can influ­
ence decision making is that usually more than one decision 
maker contributes to any given decision. The second factor 
is that decisions often stand in contingent relationship 
to other decisions (Stufflebeam et al., 1971). These fac­
tors can pose problems to the evaluators, but once they are 
accounted for, the decision can be made on the basis of
the evaluation.
The final decision does not end the process. "To 
maximize the effectiveness and efficiency of evaluation, 
evaluation itself should be evaluated" (Stufflebeam et al., 
1971). Therefore, the process of evaluation, which was 
originally used to evaluate a system should then be used 
to evaluate the process the group went through in their 
evaluation and decision making steps.
8The writer spent three years on a committee which 
evaluated and selected religion textbooks. This committee 
did not, as a group, evaluate the process used in selecting 
these texts. The writer now sees that it may be valuable 
to apply the principles and model of evaluation to the work
of the committee.
In summary, evaluation is a continuous cycle or pro­
cess of obtaining information which is interrelated to 
decision making. This process, which has several steps and 
which includes several types, can be used to evaluate a 
program or curriculum. But to maximize the effectiveness 
of the evaluation, the evaluation process itself should
be evaluated.
Statement of the Problem
The purpose of this study was twofold:
1. to describe a decision making/evaluation process 
which was used by a religion textbook committee and
2. to evaluate this process using an evaluation 
model proposed by Stufflebeam et al.
Procedure
Committee Membership: There were eleven female and 
one male elementary teachers who formed the core committee. 
These teachers had varying degrees of classroom experience, 
education, and came from different schools within the 
archdiocese. Grades one through eight were represented
9by the members of this committee. The committee was also 
composed of seven theology/religious education consultants. 
The work of this committee had to be approved by the Super­
intendent of Catholic schools.
Setting: The evaluation process took place in a large
metropolitan Catholic school system in the southeastern 
part of the United States. This archdiocese serves seventy- 
four elementary schools which range from semi-inner city 
schools to moderately affluent suburbia. The semi-inner 
city schools have a black population of about fifteen per­
cent, whereas the suburban schools have only one percent.
The semi-inner city schools had one class per grade, where­
as the suburban schools averaged two classes per grade.
Many Catholic adults have been educated in a Catholic grade 
and high school, and many of them who live in suburbia have 
graduate degrees.
Instrument: Stufflebeam et al.'s CIPP model of evalua
tion (1971) was used by the writer as an evaluative tool.
Implementation of the Process: The committee's work 
began in September, 1977, and continued for the following 
three years. During this period the committee met on a 
regular basis. The work concluded with the publication of 
the final report in December, 1980.
Description of the Process: During this three year 
period the work of the committee was divided into four 
phases. Phase One was a study of all of the religion series 
published before March 1, 1980. Ten religion series were
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evaluated in all. Phase Two consisted of a second and more
detailed study of the four series the committee decided to 
recommend for usage in the archdiocese. Phase Three con­
cerned itself with the formulation of guidelines for the 
proper use of the recommended texts. Phase Four was the 
communication between the committee and the publishers of
the series which had been evaluated. The work of the com­
mittee ended with the publication of the final report.
Statement of Terms
Evaluation; "The process of delineating, obtaining, 
and providing useful information for judging decision al­
ternatives" (Stufflebeam et al., 1971},.
Process: "A particular and continuing activity sub­
suming many methods and involving a number of steps or 
operations" (Stufflebeam et al., 1971).
Decision making: The process of acquiring information 
about an issue and comparing it to certain criteria so that 
a judgment can be made.
Results
Each phase of the evaluation process used by the re­
ligion textbook committee was evaluated by the writer using
Stufflebeam et al.'s evaluation model as a tool. The re­
sults were reported qualitatively.
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Assumptions and Limitations
The writer assumed that the evaluation process is a 
necessary step in deciding upon curriculum in schools.
The evaluation of the process of the study took place 
several months after the conclusion of the study.
The process of evaluating contains some subjective
elements.
Summary
From the research it can be concluded that evaluation 
is an important tool for educators. Evaluation is a process 
which has several steps and can be applied on various levels. 
Many models of evaluation have been proposed, but Stuffle­
beam et al.'s model was used for the purposes of this study.
The purpose of this study was twofold: (1) to describe 
the decision making/evaluation process which was used by a 
religion textbook committee, and (2) to evaluate this pro­
cess using an evaluation model proposed by Stufflebeam et al.
Evaluation is a continuing activity. Therefore, 
evaluating an evaluation is an important, yet neglected step 
in the process of evaluation.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Chapter Two reviews the literature regarding evaluation 
and evaluation models, especially as they pertain to curri­
culum evaluation. This chapter is divided into four major 
sections. They are entitled an overview of evaluation as 
applied to curriculum, evaluation models, Stufflebeam et al.'s 
process model of evaluation, and implications of evaluation
models in curriculum evaluation.
An Overview of Evaluation as Applied to Curriculum
The concept and theory of evaluation has been part of 
our educational jargon for a relatively short period of time. 
In 1942, Woody considered it a "new-fangled" term. Nonethe­
less, since that time there has been a great deal of litera­
ture written about evaluation.
It can be observed that there are many definitions and 
concepts of evaluation. Each person in the educational 
field who uses the term defines it to fit the situation or 
need. The American Heritage Dictionary defines "evaluate" 
as "to ascertain, judge, or fix the value or worth of."
Most of the definitions of evaluation contain these key
ideas. Some authors use these ideas in relation to tests
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and measurements, while others refer to evaluating a teacher
or a program.
For example, Cronbach (1963), as many others, sees 
evaluation in this way: "the collection and use of informa­
tion to make decisions about an educational program." Be­
cause many types of decisions can be made, evaluation is a 
diversified activity and no one set of principles will suf­
fice for all situations.
Cronbach (1963) goes on to relate that systematic
evaluation was first introduced as a method of course evalua
tion, and eventually, after the 1930's, became a term which 
described a teacher-training activity.
A broader purpose of evaluation is given by Neihuas 
(1968). He believes that educators need to evaluate so they 
can know where they have been, if they are there, and where 
they are going. Evaluation can also be used to explain and 
justify decisions. Niehaus sees a definite place for both 
quantitative and qualitative evaluation.
In the field of evaluation there are those who went
beyond writing about evaluation in a broad sense and de­
veloped a systematic method of evaluation. An evaluation 
model is a description of a systematic method of evaluation. 
Some of the more important evaluation models are discussed
below.
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Evaluation Models
Evaluation models have contributed to the development 
of evaluation as an educational tool. Curriculum evaluation 
is one area of educational decision making where evaluation 
models are useful. These models help to examine relation­
ships among various activities involved in curriculum evalua- 
tion (Payne, 1974). Many of these models are quite detailed 
and there is some overlap among those who have devised these 
models. The specification of instructional objectives plays 
a central role in nearly all models. All emphasize feed­
back and recycling phases. All share the assumption that 
an assessment of needs has been carried out prior to program 
development. All models also emphasize decision making and 
reflect the biases and individual intents of their developers 
(Payne, 1974). Some of the more important models of evalua­
tion are given below.
Tyler. In one of the earliest evaluation models,
Tyler (1942) gave six purposes of evaluation, six assumptions 
for evaluating outcomes of general education, and seven major 
steps of evaluation. His major steps of evaluation are as 
follows: (1) the school formulates statements of education­
al objectives which are classified into major types, (2) each 
objective is defined in terms of behavior, (3) situations 
where students are expected to display these types of behav­
ior are identified, (4) promising methods for obtaining 
evidence regarding each type of objective is selected and 
tried, (5) additional new instruments are constructed, as
15
needed, to make a comprehensive appraisal. They are tried 
out to see if they can be used effectively, and, (6) promis­
ing; appraisal methods are selected for further development 
and improvement. Tyler saw the process of evaluation as an 
integral part of the educational process which could call 
for. reformulation, improvements and modifications in teaching 
and in the educational program itself.
Later, Tyler (1964) suggested that before deciding 
upon what to teach, a reasonable set of criteria must be 
developed. These questions deal with value systems in re­
lation to the student, to society, and to the current state 
of knowledge.
Taylor. In an evaluation model developed by Taylor 
(1967) the evaluation process was divided into four steps:
(1) identification of broad, societal-institutional objec­
tives, (2) rephrasing these objectives into operational 
terms, (3) translation of these measurement operations into 
teaching practices, and (4) evaluating student outcomes after 
being subjected to these practices.
Metfessel and Michael. Metfessel and Michael's model 
(1967) followed Taylor's and is somewhat different in that 
they pointed out five important groups who should be con­
sulted before and during various stages of the evaluation. 
These groups include lay persons, professional personnel,
and students.
Michael and Metfessel (1967) used Tyler's model (1942) 
as a foundation and then proceeded to develop eight steps in
16
the evaluation process. These major steps are briefly out­
lined in temporal order. They are: (1) statement of the 
broad goals of the educational program, (2) development of 
specific behavioral objectives, (3) the translation or trans­
formation of the specific behavioral objectives into a form 
applicable to facilitating learning, (4) selection and/or 
construction of a variety of instruments and measures to 
furnish data concerning the attainment of the behavioral ob­
jectives, (5) periodic observation and administration of tests 
and scales, (6) determination of behavioral changes relative 
to specific objectives, (7) interpretation of the data, and 
(8) recommendations leading to further implementation of 
the objectives in the educational program. Then the cycle 
of evaluation begins again.
Stake. Stake (1969) suggested that the "goal of evalu­
ation is always the same: to determine the worth of some­
thing." Prior to evaluation three questions should be asked:
1. What is the entity that is to be evaluated?
2. Whose standards will be used as a reference mark?
3. What subsequent decisions can be anticipated?
These questions are the basis of the rest of the evaluation 
and so are critical to the process of the evaluation.
An important contribution Stake made to the field of 
evaluation is his analysis of judgment data. He defined 
judgment data as "personal value—commitments, educational 
aims, goals, objectives, priorities, perceived norms and 
standards—in one form or another" (Stake, *1970) . Later
17
on he included attitudes and affective domain outcome data
as judgment data. Because of the difficulty in gathering 
and reporting judgment data Stake indicated that many judg­
ment data should be reported in narrative form and should be 
appropriate to the audience.
Stufflebeam. Stufflebeam (1967) used his Context- 
Input-Process-Product model of evaluation to expand the con­
cept of evaluation into a process. He then defined evalua­
tion as "the process of acquiring and using information for 
making decisions associated with planning, programming, im­
plementing, and recycling program activities" (Stufflebeam, 
1967). The rationale for the four stages of evaluation 
which Stufflebeam proposed in 1967 was to classify the many 
kinds of decisions which were to be served by the evaluation
By 1971 Stufflebeam and others had refined this evalua­
tion process. This refined process is discussed in the
next section.
Stufflebeam et al.’s Process 
Model of Evaluation
Stufflebeam (et al., 1971) refined their process model 
of evaluation but continued to emphasize the decision making 
process in evaluation. Decision making is choosing between 
alternatives. This decision making process is of great 
interest to the evaluator because it provides information 
which aids in educational improvement.
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The decision maker must be aware of options and have 
a basis for choosing among them. A personal or organizational 
value system provides this base. The decision maker now 
weighs the options against the criteria dictated by the 
value system. This process provides the information which 
helps the decision maker to judge the value of the option.
It is assumed that it had been previously determined that a 
decision should be made and that needs assessment had been
carried out (Stufflebeam et al., 1971).
Stufflebeam (et al., 1971) identified some of the 
tasks of evaluation as: identifying options, explicating 
values and criteria, and providing information that weighs 
the options in relationship to the criteria.
By definition, then, the evaluation process includes 
the decision making process: "Educational evaluation is the 
process of delineating, obtaining, and providing useful in­
formation for judging decision alternatives" (Stufflebeam 
et al., 1971).
Evaluation as a process was further clarified by
Stufflebeam (et al., 1971):
Of particular importance is the fact that 
the evaluation process is conceived as con­
tinuing rather than terminal or as having 
a discrete beginning or ending. Evaluation 
activities generally are (1) sequential, 
with each activity forming a logical base 
for the next, and (2) iterative, recurrent 
or cyclical.
If evaluation is a process which provides information 
useful in decision making, then the most useful information 
must be identified. It is important for the evaluator to
19
find out: (1) what decision alternatives are to be con­
sidered, and (2) what values or criteria will be applied. 
Therefore, there must be an interaction between the evaluator 
and the material to be evaluated (Stufflebeam et al., 1971).
The process of evaluation described here comes close
to the root meaning of the term 'to evaluate'.
Values come into play most meaningfully 
when choices are to be made, and the 
making of choices is the essential act 
of decision making. The proposal here 
is that the entire act of evaluation 
should center on the criteria to be 
invoked in making decisions (Stuffle­
beam et al*, 1971).
It has been demonstrated that decision making and 
evaluation are interrelated processes. The process of 
evaluation is a complex process involving many people. The 
effectiveness of the evaluation depends upon the cooperative 
effort of the group. The aim of evaluation is to provide 
better information for educational decision making (Stuffle­
beam et al., 1971).
Since the interrelatedness of the decision making 
process and the evaluation process has been established, it 
would be well to examine the four types of evaluations used 
in the evaluation process. These four types of evaluation 
are context, input, process, and product evaluation (Stuffle­
beam et al., 1971).
Context evaluation. Context evaluation is the most 
basic type of evaluation. It does the groundwork for the 
rest of the evaluation process by providing a rationale for 
the determination of objectives. Context evaluation
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identifies and diagnoses unmet needs and unused opportuni­
ties. Diagnosis of problems provides an essential base for 
developing objectives.
A distinguishing characteristic of context evaluation 
is that it describes the values and goals of the system to 
be looked at. With the help of this description, context 
evaluation determines whether practice is consistent with 
the values, so adjustments can be made in practices as
necessary.
The methodology of context evaluation can be divided 
into two modes: contingency and congruence.
The contingency mode of context evaluation looks out­
side the particular system being evaluated and explores 
hypothetical questions pertinent to the future of the system. 
It looks for possible discrepancies between a possible action 
and likely results.
The congruence mode of context evaluation compares 
actual and intended program outcomes and asks the question, 
"How well are the goals being served?" This mode requires 
comprehensive and continual collection of data to allow 
comparison between the actual and intended outcome.
Input evaluation. Once the objectives have been 
determined, then the second type of evaluation begins. In­
put evaluation provides information for determining how to 
utilize resources to meet goals. It describes the resources 
available and determines the best use of those resources in 
terms of cost or benefits, resulting in a design to meet
21
the goals. As a result of input evaluation, the goals may 
be judged to be unrealistic. Then the information gained
would be used to determine what could be done so that the
goals could be reached.
The methodology of input evaluation is varied. Com­
mittee meetings, professional literature, consultations 
and personal experiences are used as data in making decisions
Process evaluation. Process evaluation serves the 
day-to-day decision making needs required to carry out the 
process. It provides feedback to the organizers of the 
committee so that the operation can be monitored and poten­
tial problems in the design or implementation can be detected 
or predicted. The focus of process evaluation may include 
assessment of interpersonal relationships, communication 
channels, and adequacy of staff performance and facilities.
Another function of process evaluation is to help the 
program directors make decisions during the course of the 
program. Long-term goals were probably already established 
in context evaluation, but the decisions concerning their 
implementation are completed at this time. The clearer the 
input evaluation decisions were, the easier the task of 
process evaluation.
A third function of process evaluation is the re­
cording of events through regular data collection. What 
happened during the program period can then be interpreted 
with better understanding.
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The methodology of process evaluation may include 
a full-time evaluator, an evaluation instrument, regular 
meetings between the evaluators and personnel and the update 
of the process of the evaluation design.
Product evaluation. The fourth type of evaluation is 
product evaluation. Its purpose is to measure and interpret 
program attainments both during the evaluation cycle and 
at the end of the evaluation.
The general method of product evaluation includes 
stating definitions of objectives, measuring criteria as­
sociated with the objectives of the activity, and interpre­
ting outcomes during the recorded context, input and process
evaluation.
Product evaluation investigates the extent to which 
objectives have been attained. This provides feedback for 
controlling change procedures. Product evaluation works 
together with process evaluation to provide feedback 
(Stufflebeam et al., 1971).
Stufflebeam* s process model of evaluation suggested 
that evaluation is a continuous cycle of activity. Within 
this continuous cycle we can identify four kinds of evalua­
tion. They are context, input, process, and product evalua­
tion.
However, evaluation models have certain implications 
for their use in curriculum evaluation. Some of these
implications are examined in the next section.
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Implications of Evaluation Models 
in Curriculum Evaluation
It has been noted that evaluation and curriculum are
related. Evaluation provides the judgment data to make 
decisions. There are different kinds of judgment data
which need to be collected before decisions can be made
which pertain to curriculum. Each of the evaluation models 
described above assumes these steps in attaining judgment 
data have been taken before the evaluation process begins. 
These procedures are examined here in more detail.
Importance of curriculum. Lehr (1979) gave an over­
view of an evaluation process for textbook selection. The 
premise of which Lehr based the need to evaluate was to 
say that "the textbook remains the heart of the curriculum..."
Payne (1974) examined several definitions of curricu­
lum and finally concluded that "however one ultimately 
defines curriculum, one must accept that it includes every­
thing that directs and stimulates the student experience and 
learning".
Coursen (1977) found conflicting moralities in edu­
cation and more specifically in curriculum. He proposed 
that curriculum is important not only because it presents 
certain subject information, but also because of "hidden
curriculum."
Therefore, as educators come to recognize the im­
portance of education in shaping student values (the hidden 
curriculum) then, textbooks have come under more careful 
scrutiny (Coursen, 1977).
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As textbooks come under scrutiny by those who are out­
side of the educational field, educators need to be sure of 
what criteria they have used to choose a curriculum for their
school.
More important than justifying decisions to those out­
side of the educational field is the importance of the cur­
riculum for student learning. Student learning is a major 
goal in education. To reach this goal curriculum must be 
chosen that contain appropriate learning material. Those 
evaluating the curriculum must be sure that several elements 
are contained in the evaluation process. These are criteria, 
an evaluation instrument, a committee, and a process or
method of evaluation. These elements are discussed in the
next section.
Criteria. Westbury (1970) maintained that the kind of 
data sought depends upon the needs which have been identified 
To enter the process of evaluation is to claim the willing­
ness to apply criteria to the curriculum which will judge 
it to be good or bad (Westbury, 1970). These criteria must 
be appropriate to the curriculum and eventually applied to 
the full range of curricular issues.
Once the criteria have been identified, Westbury (1970) 
thought it would be helpful to devise a method to use the 
criteria. Morrissett and Stevens (1967) indicated that a 
systematic method of analysis was helpful. They also 
asserted that "a framework of analysis can greatly improve
the process of evaluation as compared to more casual methods 
of evaluation" (Morrissett and Stevens, 1967).
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A systematic structure of analysis was outlined as 
follows: (1) descriptive characteristics of the text,
(2) rationale, (3) objectives, (4) teacher capabilities and 
training, (5) structure of curriculum materials, (6) teacher 
strategies and learning theory, and (7) evaluation.
Instrument. This systematic analysis can be more ef­
fective if an evaluation instrument is devised. Anderson
et al. (1980) gave their rationale for using an evaluation 
instrument. They claimed that the use of an evaluation
instrument would facilitate the selection of materials. The
type of instrument devised would be dependent upon its
purpose.
If one were to combine any one of these models of 
evaluation into actual practice using the practical sugges­
tions given by the above writers, it would be a mammoth task 
indeed for one person to accomplish alone. Effective cur­
riculum evaluation must combine the knowledge of the process 
of evaluation plus the specific structure of how the task 
is to be accomplished. It would surely follow that it 
would take a committee of professional persons to go through 
the evaluation process and to be able to put this process 
to work using the skills and resources available to them.
Committee. Both Frymier (1966) and Bender and Baker 
(1979) indicated that many persons should be involved in the 
evaluation and selection process for curriculum. Hallen­
beck (1980) was even more specific in stating that most 
textbook committees should be composed of seven to eleven
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members, and there should be balanced representation from 
all grade levels and subject areas. Inexperienced as well 
as experienced teachers should compose the committee.
The process. Once this committee is formed and has 
progressed through the elements outlined above, they can 
begin the evaluation process. Even as they choose a sys­
tematic way to analyze, select, and evaluate texts, the 
group itself enters into a process of working together, 
weighing criteria and objectives, making decisions and 
finally arriving at a judgment as to which textbook will
be chosen.
Even without having specific knowledge of evaluation 
models a committee will arrive at a process of obtaining 
information, evaluating data, and decision making. This 
process could be compared to any of the evaluation models 
presented in this paper to ascertain if the process was 
an effective one. The writer has chosen to compare it to 
Stufflebeam et al.’s model for two reasons. They are:
(1) Stufflebeam's model is a process model, and (2) Stuffle­
beam views evaluation as a cycle of activities. The writer 
believes that if the evaluation study of the committee was 
a process then it can be evaluated using Stufflebeam*s model
It is the function of evaluation to.examine the effec­
tiveness of a program. Therefore, it is necessary to 
evaluate an evaluation process. Those who have participated 
in this process can determine how well the goal of choosing 
the best, available curriculum for the students was
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accomplished. The method of drawing up criteria, of using 
the evaluative tool, of discussing in committee meetings, 
can also be examined for their effectiveness. Many groups 
evaluate their product but fail to evaluate their process 
of evaluation. Therefore they lose valuable information
which could contribute to a more effective evaluation
process the next time.
Conclusion. Engaging in an effective evaluation 
process can provide information which is basic to decision 
making. This evaluation process is a continuous cycle of 
delineating, obtaining, and providing information.
Several theories and principles regarding evaluation 
have been presented and examined. All of the models pre­
sented have a cycle of activities that must be followed. 
Criteria is used to judge the external process of choosing 
a text or program. This external process is important but 
what is also important is the process of evaluation that 
the committee went through. This could be considered an 
internal process within the group. This internal process 
consists of how well the committee was able to utilize the
information acquired during the data-gathering process.
This internal process would also include how well the com­
mittee was able to translate the decisions into a textbook
which would meet most needs.
To maximize the effectiveness and efficiency of 
evaluation, the evaluation process itself should be 
evaluated. This evaluation helps to identify the strengths
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and weaknesses of the evaluation so that better educational
decisions can be made in the future.
Since Stufflebeam et al.'s model is a continuous cycle 
of evaluation, it can best be utilized to evaluate the 
evaluation process of a textbook selection committee.
Summary
Chapter Two dealt with a summary of the theories and 
the literature pertaining to the evaluation process, es­
pecially as it pertains to the curriculum evaluation process. 
The implications of evaluation models for curriculum evalua­
tion were also discussed. Special emphasis was placed on 
Stufflebeam et al.'s process model of evaluation.
Finally, it was concluded that evaluation processes 
also need to be evaluated. Evaluation of evaluation pro­
cesses provides for more effective educational decisions.
CHAPTER III
PROCEDURE
In this chapter the procedure used to carry out the 
problem statement is described. There are five sections. 
They are committee membership, the setting, the instrument 
of evaluation, the implementation of the evaluation process, 
and a description of the evaluation process.
Committee Membership
A core committee of religion teachers was formed to 
study each grade level of all religion series published 
by March 1, 1980. There were eleven female and one male 
elementary teachers who formed this core committee. These 
teachers had varying degrees of classroom experience, edu­
cation and came from approximately twelve different paro­
chial schools within the Archdiocese. This committee in­
cluded not only experienced teachers on every grade level
but also several new teachers who could evaluate the use­
fulness of each series for beginning teachers.
The committee members had a variety of education 
ranging from bachelor degrees to masters degrees. Some 
members had completed work beyond the masters level.
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One member of the committee served as the coordinator
of the committee. He established and directed and activi­
ties of the committee, arranged and chaired the meetings, 
compiled the data gathered by the committee, was the liason 
with the publishers, and prepared the final written report 
which was distributed to the publishers. He also was the 
theology consultant for each of the series with the other 
theology consultants on the committee.
In addition to the core committee, seven theology/ 
religious education consultants who each specialized in 
studying one particular series also served. These consul­
tants assisted the core committee of religion teachers in 
the data-gathering and the evaluation process.
Setting
The evaluation process took place in a large metro­
politan Catholic school system in the southeastern part of 
the United States. This Archdiocesan school system serves 
seventy-four elementary schools which range from semi-inner 
city schools to moderately affluent suburbia. The semi- 
inner city schools have a black population of about fifteen 
percent, whereas the suburban schools have only one percent 
The semi-inner city schools had one class of students per 
grade. Most of the parents involved in the evaluation 
process have had a Catholic grade and high school education 
Many parents in suburbia had college degrees. Some had
graduate degrees.
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Instrument of Evaluation
An analytical tool (Appendix A) was constructed for 
the analysis of each of nine recent textbook series. The 
twenty-five open-ended questions and many of the doctrinal 
points were drawn from the principles presented in the 
General Catechetical Directory, Basic Teachings, To Teach 
As Jesus Did, Sharing the Light of Faith (The National Cate 
chetical Directory), and from previous studies undertaken
in other dioceses.
Implementation of the Evaluation Process
In Spring, 1977, a decision was made to evaluate all 
basic elementary school religion textbook series currently 
being published for grades one through eight. The primary 
purpose of this evaluative study was to guide the schools 
in choosing the best available texts.
By September, 1977 a core committee of religion 
teachers had been formed. Their goal was to study and 
evaluate each grade level of the series, one series at a 
time. Theology and religious education consultants were 
enlisted to assist the core committee of religion teachers. 
Each theology/religious education consultant specialized
in one series.
The committee's work lasted approximately three years 
During this period the committee met on a regular basis, 
usually every two weeks for three hours or more. At this
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time each committee member would list the strengths and 
weaknesses of the series as evidenced in the particular 
grade level evaluated. Each person's report was discussed 
by the whole committee and areas of disagreement and agree­
ment were noted by the coordinator. If there was a parti­
cular area of disagreement the committee would discuss the 
matter to discover the source of discrepancy.
After all of the core committee had given individual 
reports then the theology/religious education consultant 
would give the major areas of doctrinal and scriptural 
content which were strengths or weaknesses in the series as 
a whole. This data was discussed by the core committee in 
light of the data previously discussed. Major areas of 
strengths and weaknesses were agreed upon. Those areas 
which were not agreed upon were set aside for further dis­
cussion at the next meeting.
The coordinator took the information and compiled it 
into a written report for the next meeting.
The following meeting began with a final summation of 
the work done during the previous meeting. When this was 
completed the committee began the process of evaluating the 
next religion series.
When all the texts had been evaluated individually, 
then the process of screening out texts began. The com­
mittee did this by agreeing upon certain criteria or prin­
ciples. A more detailed study was done of each text with 
special emphasis on those which had been chosen by the
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committees for recommendation to the archdiocese. This major 
section of the evaluation was done in four phases.
Description of the Evaluation Process
During the three year period that the committee worked, 
the evaluation process was divided into four phases. Each 
of these phases will be described here.
Phase I: General Study of All Series: This phase con­
sisted of several steps: (1) an analysis of each series in 
itself to discover its unique characteristics, (2) a general 
comparison of each series to all others to highlight the re­
spective strengths and weaknesses of each, (3) the establish­
ment of certain criteria for the screening out of any unac­
ceptable series, and (4) the determining of the text series
to be recommended.
An analytical tool was constructed for the analysis of 
each series. There were twenty-five open-ended questions 
which dealt with (1) the program as a whole, (2) parents as 
coeducators, (3) teacher material, (4) student material, and 
(5) doctrine and morals contained within the specific text. 
Each member of the core committee had approximately two weeks 
to evaluate the text using this tool. The meetings to dis­
cuss the data which had been gathered were conducted as de­
scribed above. After each series was analyzed and evaluated 
in this manner, the committee compared the series with each 
other. It was hoped that this comparison would serve to
highlight the more obvious differences among the series.
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The committee met every two weeks to compare these 
series using the analytical tool as the structure for the 
comparison and evaluation. The content of the analytical 
tool became the basic criteria by which the series were 
compared. The committee was careful to identify strengths 
and weaknesses of each series. These were recorded by the
coordinator after the committee had come to a consensus.
These were then presented to the committee at the next 
meeting for further discussion.
Faced with the decision of screening out series which 
could not be recommended as basic texts, the committee drew 
up four basic principles or criteria by which the texts 
could be evaluated. These principles or criteria were 
(1) no series not yet in print could be recommended, (2) no 
series lacking sufficient material for a full year of re­
ligious instruction on any given grade level could be re­
commended, (3) any series to be out of print in the near 
future would not be recommended, and, (4) no text series 
would be considered acceptable if it contained poor cate­
chetical presentations of Church doctrine or if it employed 
substantial amounts of defective pedagogy.
These principles eliminated several series from 
further study by the committee. Only four of the series 
studied were recommended for further evaluation by the 
committee. The general consensus of the committee was that 
although there were areas which needed improvement, there 
were also areas of strengths which could be capitalized upon
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The narrowing down of the evaluation to four basic 
texts brought the committee to the second phase of the study.
Phase II: A Detailed Comparison of the Recommended 
Basic Texts. The four recommended texts were compared to 
each other by the committee from seven different perspec­
tives. The series were compared to each other first, as 
whole entities; second, from the point of view of the 
parent material; third, from the perspective of the teacher's 
manual and other materials; fourth, from the vantage point 
of the student's textbook; fifth, from the view of the signs 
of catechesis; sixth, from the viewpoint of content; and 
seventh, from the perspective of social ministry and social 
justice.
Each program as a whole was compared and contrasted 
using these basic criteria: a detailed examination of 
philosophy and objectives of each series; a balanced peda­
gogical approach of activities and doctrine; an examination 
of the term 'real life experience' and what it meant in 
each of the series; the sequential development of material 
in each series; the number of religion classes per year 
that each series provided and the durability of the teacher's 
manual as well as the student text. The strengths and weak­
nesses of each series were noted using each of these cri­
teria.
Next, the parent material was examined because the 
committee felt that it was important to be able to involve 
parents in an active and meaningful way in the catechesis
of their own children.
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It was recognized by the committee that each series 
had its own format of presenting parent materials but the 
criteria for judging this material included the length of 
parent material, the variety of activities suggested for 
use, the practicality of the parent's notes, and the under- 
standibility of the material given for parent use. Again, 
the strengths and weaknesses of each series were evaluated 
according to these criteria.
The teacher manual was evaluated using the criteria 
of adequate background on the program as a whole available 
in the teacher's manual; adequate goals and objectives of 
the series as a whole and each lesson adequately explained; 
vocabulary and reading level appropriate to the age; acti­
vities presented for teacher use; availability of evaluation 
and review lessons or activities; format of teacher ma­
terial; and the practicality of activities and supplemental 
materials for each series.
The student's basic text was evaluated using the 
criteria of durability, format, art, reading level appro­
priate to the age, sensitivity to the psychological, cog­
nitive and moral development of the child.
The content of catechesis in the student text was 
evaluated using criteria lifted from the document, Sharing 
the Light of Faith. This includes the four basic signs 
of catechesis: natural signs, ecclesial signs, liturgical 
signs, and biblical signs.
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The doctrinal content of the texts was evaluated
using the criteria taken from The National Catechetical 
Directory. Some of the core committee members evaluated 
this section using the analytical tool developed for this 
evaluation, but the religious education consultants did 
the major portion of this evaluation.
Once the committee had an overview of each of the
series to be recommended, it became apparent that they 
could only be recommended with reservations. In this way 
phase three of the process evolved.
Phase III: Practical Guidelines. The committee
recognized that while each of the series had certain 
strengths which would enhance the religious education pro­
gram in a school, there were also certain limitations in­
herent in each of the series. For this reason, the commit­
tee made suggestions or recommendations regarding each of 
the series. The committee tried to keep the suggestions 
as practical as possible. These suggestions were made rela 
tive to each of the four series being recommended for use.
An outline of the suggestions includes (1) parent 
outreach, (2) faculty outreach, (3) student outreach which 
also included supplementing a program scriptually, doc- 
trinally or with education pertaining to sex, drugs and 
justice, and (4) administrative considerations.
No^. only were these practical guidelines published, 
but the committee also gave a series of workshops held in 
various locations reaching out to all parochial schools to
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explain the strengths and weaknesses of each program. 
Committee members were available at these workshops to 
share information or insight.
When the practical guidelines had been written and 
the rest of the material compiled, a draft of the report 
was sent to the publishers for comment, which began phase 
four of the evaluation.
Phase IV: The Publishers Comment. The committee
was aware of the limitations within which it worked: (1) 
it was difficult to study so many series and yet maintain 
clarity and accuracy of thought, (2) it was especially 
difficult to study doctrinal or scriptual content of series 
who had no index in the book, and (3) there was present 
an element of subjectivity. It was for these reasons the 
evaluation report was sent to the publishers for comments.
Each publisher was sent a copy of the evaluation by 
registered mail on or before May 13, 1980. The publishers 
were invited to respond within five weeks so the comments 
could be included as part of the final report.
The cover letter sent to the publishers with the 
evaluation and the letters of response received from the 
publishers, were printed in the final draft of the report.
The committee received a copy of the final draft and 
was asked to make any corrections or comments and to be pre 
pared to discuss it at the next meeting. The committee met 
and discussed the report. After corrections were made, it 
was submitted to the superintendent of Catholic schools for 
approval.
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The report was published in December, 1980. This 
officially ended the work of the committee.
Summary
In this chapter the procedure used to carry out the 
evaluative study was discussed. Included in the chapter 
were sections pertaining to committee membership, the 
setting, the subject of the evaluation, the instrument of 
evaluation, the implementation of the evaluation process, 
and a description of the evaluative process.
CHAPTER IV
EVALUATION OF THE EVALUATIVE PROCESS
In this chapter the evaluation process of the religion 
textbook committee was evaluated by using Stufflebeam's 
process model of evaluation. The four major aspects of 
Stufflebeam's model which include context, input, process, 
and product evaluation were used to evaluate the phases
of the committee's work.
The underlined sentences give the key aspects of 
Stufflebeam's evaluation model as understood by the writer. 
The rest of the section compares the evaluative process of 
the committee to Stufflebeam's model.
Context Evaluation
Context evaluation provides a rationale for the de­
termining of objectives. The committee's rationale for 
the study was to guide the Catholic schools in choosing 
the best, available religion texts. This rationale de­
termined the method of approaching the study of the series. 
One objective of the committee was to study and evaluate 
each grade level, one series at a time.
In the course of the evaluative study, other goals 
were seen to be necessary. At the conclusion of the study,
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four goals had evolved: (1) to explain the process by 
which certain religion series had been selected, approved 
and recommended; (2) to delineate the strengths and weak­
nesses of the four recommended series; (3) to offer specific 
suggestions regarding the proper usage and effective enrich­
ment of these series; and (4) to foster dialogue with the 
publishers of each series.
Context evaluation diagnoses unmet needs and unused 
opportunities. Diagnosis of the unmet needs was done by 
the coordinator of the committee prior to the formation of 
the committee. In his work he had discovered it was nec­
essary to know what series could be recommended through 
the Archdiocesan office. It was this need to learn each 
series thoroughly which led to the formation of the com­
mittee .
People with varying degrees of education and teaching 
experience were chosen as members of the committee. This 
added a broader dimension to the committee and the kind
of work it was able to do.
The committee recognized that it was also necessary 
to have teachers already using the series to give their 
evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses of the series 
they were using. The committee did not try to rely only 
on the data of their own finding.
Discussions and questionnaries were the methods of
diagnosis used by the committee.
42
Context evaluation describes the values and goals 
of the system to be looked at. The values and doctrinal 
points considered essential to the content of the series 
were drawn from principles presented in the General Cate­
chetical Directory, Basic Teachings, To Teach as Jesus 
Did, Sharing the Light of Faith (The National Catechetical 
Directory) and from previous studies conducted in other
dioceses.
The teaching methodology of the series was also 
evaluated by evaluating the program's pedagogy, sequential 
development, parent program, supplemental materials, for­
mat, lesson background, reading level of the student text, 
student activities, and practical applications. These 
are essential elements in evaluating most texts.
On another level, the process of evaluation used 
by the committee can be evaluated. It was through study 
and careful reading of each text that each committee member 
was able to determine if the series met the needs of the
teachers of the archdiocese. This process of study was
done in a limited amount of time since the committee had
so many series to evaluate. The process of discussion was 
used to refine ideas and information that committee members
had obtained about the series.
Our goal as a committee was to complete the evaluation 
of the series in a reasonable length of time. The evaluation 
of each series was time-consuming. Yet the evaluation 
and the discussions helped to bring the committee to
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specific criteria or objectives in eliminating the series
from recommendation.
In summary, context evaluation was used by the com­
mittee in several aspects of the evaluative study. Context 
evaluation helped the committee to assess needs, to for­
mulate goals and objectives, and to base goals and objec­
tives on values and doctrine found in approved guidelines.
Input Evaluation
Input evaluation provides information for determining 
how to utilize resources to meet goals. The committee went 
through several steps in the four phases of the study to
obtain the needed information.
In phase one, each core committee member analyzed 
each series using an analytical tool. (Appendix A) This 
required each committee member to look for information 
on doctrinal content and methodology. The information was 
brought to the core committee to be discussed. Major areas 
of strengths and weaknesses had to be agreed upon by all 
members. This information was compiled into a written 
report and presented at the following meeting for further 
discussion, if needed.
After each series had been evaluated, then it was 
compared to other series. This was to highlight obvious 
differences in the series. The content of the analytical 
tool became the basic criteria by which the series was
compared.
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On the basis of the information obtained through 
evaluation and discussion, the committee proceeded to draw 
up criteria by which the texts could be further evaluated. 
These criteria eliminated several series from further study
In phase two, further information was needed about
each of the four series to be recommended for use. These
series were compared to each other using the basic criteria 
decided upon by the committee. Strengths and weaknesses 
of each program were noted using these criteria. The in­
formation gained was on several levels: information about 
each series as a whole; information about parent material, 
information about the teacher's manual, information about 
the student's text; information about the inclusion or 
exclusion of the signs of catechesis, information about 
doctrinal content, and information about teachings of 
social justice and social ministry.
Once the information was attained, it was clear to 
the committee that each of the four series could only be
recommended with reservations.
Guidelines for the use of the series and workshops 
to explain the strengths and weaknesses of each program 
were part of the process used in phase three to gather
information and utilize resources.
In phase four of the study, the evaluation report 
was sent to the publishers for comment or clarification.
Input evaluation describes resources available and
determines the best use of resources in terms of cost or
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benefits. The information attained in this evaluative 
study could help teachers in their teaching of religion.
In this regard it could be considered as describing avail­
able resources. The information or resource given was the 
detailed comparison of each of the recommended texts. This 
comparison included objectives and philosophy, pedagogical 
techniques, the relationship of the content to the real 
life experience of the children, sequential development of 
the material, the number of classes provided by the series 
per year, and the durability of the texts.
Resources were also described in terms of the parent 
material available in the series, the format and content of 
the teacher manual, and the supplemental materials available.
Content resources included the signs of catechesis
and doctrinal content contained in the series. These were 
judged to be "excellent", "very good", "good", "fair", or 
"poor" by the theological consultants.
Financial considerations of each series were done in 
a very limited way. This could be considered a limitation 
of the evaluative study, especially since it is a major 
consideration in Stufflebeam's input evaluation. It was 
not the purpose of this evaluative study to let financial
considerations influence whether or not a series would be
recommended by the committee.
In summary, input evaluation was an essential part 
of the committee's evaluation process in almost every phase 
of the study. Many methods of gathering information were
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used by the committee, including meetings, literature re­
lated to the field, and evaluations by teachers who were 
using the series under consideration.
Process Evaluation
Process evaluation provides feedback to the organizers
of the committee so that periodic assessment may occur.
The organizer of this committee was also the committee
coordinator. He directed the activities of the committee 
as he facilitated each meeting. This coordinator also 
compiled the data which had been gathered by the committee 
during each phase of the evaluative study. This written 
compilation served as feedback for the committee as well as
for the coordinator.
Data was gathered by the evaluators with the use of 
the evaluative tool. This tool was detailed and quite 
lengthy. Its value for the committee was that it guided 
the evaluators in gathering essential data. That data
was then discussed with the other members of the committee
and judgments made on the basis of that data were refined.
The entire evaluative study took approximately three 
years. Many of the members had not anticipated that the 
study would take so long. The coordinator of the committee 
also realized that the length of the study was putting 
limitations on the accuracy of the evaluation. Some series 
had begun to revise their texts before the evaluative study 
was complete. This signaled to both the coordinator and
47
the core committee that some of the results of that parti­
cular study would be out-of-date rapidly.
It was noted by the coordinator in working with the 
core committee that there were several instances where the 
committee was clearly split in their evaluation of a parti­
cular series. This caused a tension among the committee 
members and sometimes delayed the decision making process 
until a consensus could be reached. Sometimes this meant 
that the committee had to draw up criteria to be used in 
further decision making.
Process evaluation may involve decisions concerning 
the implementation of the long-term goals. The data and 
feedback which had been obtained in the input evaluation 
helped the committee to make decisions about which series 
would be eliminated from the study and which would be 
evaluated further. This brought the committee closer to 
the goal of recommending certain series to the archdiocese.
The information gained during the comparative study 
of the series helped the committee to decide that the series 
could only be recommended with reservations. This decision 
led to the decision to publish the suggestions or recommen­
dations regarding each of the series. Both of these de­
cisions brought the committee closer to their long range 
goal. Finally, the decision to have workshops in various 
locations to explain the strengths and weaknesses of each 
series also brought the committee closer to its final recom­
mendations .
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The coordinator thought that it was necessary to 
receive feedback from the publishers of each of the series 
which had been evaluated. Each publisher was sent a copy 
of the evaluation by registered mail and was invited to 
respond. The committee reviewed the feedback given by the 
publishers and corrections were made as needed. These 
letters of response from the publishers were printed in 
the final report of the committee.
In summary, the coordinator received various types of 
feedback as to progress of the committee in reaching its 
goal. This feedback came through recording the data from 
the evaluative tool, through committee meetings between 
the coordinator and the core committee, comparing the in­
formation against criteria set up by the committee, and 
the publishers' responses.
A formal assessment of the interpersonal relationships 
and communication channels was never made. Nor did the
committee have a full-time evaluator who was responsible 
for evaluating the process of the evaluative study.
Product Evaluation
Product evaluation measures and interprets program 
attainments during the evaluation cycle and at the end of
the evaluation. During the course of the evaluation study, 
data was recorded and distributed to the members. This 
data was then discussed and re-evaluated. This process 
was done continuously throughout the evaluative process.
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During each phase of the evaluative study, criteria 
were drawn up as a guide in evaluating each specific series. 
The basis of these criteria was the evaluative tool.
At the end of the evaluative study, a draft of the 
final report was sent to all involved for further evaluation 
before publication. Revisions were made as needed and the 
final report, with its recommendations, was published by 
the Superintendent of schools.
Product evaluation investigates the extent to which 
objectives have been attained. At the end of the final re­
port published by the archdiocese, the coordinator of the 
evaluative study stated the goals of the study. The final 
report also recognized strengths and weaknesses of the 
evaluative study. These were not always explicitly stated, 
but were obvious to those who read the publishers' responses, 
and who consider the length of the process of the study.
The committee did evaluate the work that it had done 
in the evaluative study, both during the evaluation process 
and by critiquing the draft of the final report. But the 
committee did not attempt to evaluate the strengths and 
weaknesses of the internal evaluation process that was
used.
The internal evaluation process used by the committee 
was not as effective or clear as it could be since it was 
not formally evaluated by the committee. If this partic­
ular evaluation process would be duplicated by other
people who study textbooks, they would be limited in their
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knowledge of the strengths and limitations of the process.
In summary, product evaluation did take place through 
out the evaluative study and at the end of the study. Cri­
teria and objectives were used as measures throughout the 
study. Only the product of the committee’s efforts was 
evaluated, not the internal process that the committee used 
in evaluating.
Discussion of the Evaluation
The purpose of the evaluative study conducted by the 
archdiocese was to obtain enough information about various 
series so that recommendations could be made. The process 
of evaluation was a continuous cycle of obtaining infor­
mation, evaluating judgments, refining information, and 
making decisions. The task of obtaining information was a 
time-consuming one because information had to be gotten 
from various sources.
Although the committee may not have recognized it, 
they were going through a process of obtaining, delineating 
and providing information to make a decision about curric­
ulum. The committee did, in fact, use a process of 
evaluation which could be evaluated using Stufflebeam's 
evaluation model. The steps of the evaluative study used 
by the archdiocesan committee are not as clear-cut as the 
one Stufflebeam proposes, but through examination one can 
trace the process and compare the two.
51
The committee, without knowing there were models of 
evaluation, did have to formulate their own evaluative 
process to function effectively and to accomplish their 
goals.
Summary
In this chapter, the evaluative process of the re­
ligion textbook committee was evaluated by using Stuffle­
beam’ s process model of evaluation. The four major aspects 
of Stufflebeam’s model, which include context, input, process, 
and product evaluation, were used to evaluate the phases
of the committee’s work.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
Summary
The ability to choose the best available texts for 
use in our schools is a real challenge, especially when so 
many different texts are available. The educator needs 
to have a method or process of obtaining information, 
evaluating data, and decision making. Equally important 
is the ability to evaluate the evaluation process. This 
is important because further information is gained which 
helps to improve decision making.
The intent of this project was to describe a decision 
making/evaluation process which was used by a religion 
textbook committee and to evaluate this process by using 
an evaluation model proposed by Stufflebeam et al.
The basic elements of the committee's evaluative 
study included committee membership, the setting, the 
evaluation instrument, and the implementation of the pro­
cess. The process itself was conducted in four phases.
Each phase was evaluated using Stufflebeam et al.'s evalua­
tion model. This model includes context, input, process, 
and product evaluation.
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The committee did arrive at a process of obtaining 
information, evaluating data, and making decisions even 
though they had no formal knowledge of evaluation models. 
The committee's evaluation corresponded to Stufflebeam's 
process model until the end of the evaluative study. At 
the end of their study, the committee evaluated the product 
of their study, but did not evaluate the process of their 
study. Their failure to evaluate the process of their 
study resulted in lost information which could have aided 
the committee members in other committee work of that type.
Conclusion and Recommendations
Can evaluation models be used to evaluate the evalua­
tive process of a committee? Stufflebeam's model can be 
used by those who see their work as a continuous activity 
of obtaining information.
Evaluators should be aware that the product of the 
evaluation should be evaluated. Equally important, but 
easily overlooked, the process of evaluation should also 
be evaluated. Evaluation of both the product and process
of evaluation maximizes the effectiveness of the evalua­
tion. If the evaluation is effective, then decisions can 
be made about curriculum which are educationally sound.
APPENDIX
APPENDIX
QUESTIONS FOR ANALYSIS OF 
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL BASIC RELIGION TEXTS
I. Program As a Whole
1. Objectives and philosophy clearly stated as aiming 
to develop child's personal growth in faith
2. Child centered orientation (teacher and child 
directed activities in balance)
3. Balanced variety of pedagogical technique
4. Content related to real life experience of the 
child
5. Real sequential development of material
II. Parents as Coeducators
6. Enough background on whole program
7. Enough background on individual lessons
8. Adequate suggestions for development and reinforce 
ment of lessons at home
III. Teacher Material
9. Adequate Background
a. On program as a whole
b. On grade as a whole
c. On the psychology, pedagogy, doctrine, and 
theology needed for each lesson
10. Are lessons already outlined with theme, objec 
tives, and material clearly stated?
11. Are materials and exercises needed for each 
lesson practical, available, appropriate?
12. Good supplemental materials and activities
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13. Overall format and arrangement - clear, attrac­
tive, practical
14. Comfortable and adequate for new teachers
15. Other - e.g., contain student text, etc.
IV.. Student Material
16. What is consumable? What is non-consumable?
17. Durability
18. Format attractive
19. Pictures attractive and useful for learning
20. Reading level appropriate
21. Activity level appropriate
22. Is child's psychology considered and capitalized 
on ?
23. Do the lessons conclude with practical applica­
tions the child can clearly use ?
24. Is the child introduced to a balance of
a. Contemporary life situations
b. Scripture
c. Church doctrine and morality
d. Prayer
25. Are the following doctrines and morals covered? 
Are they covered adequately?
Church
- as Community
- as hierarchy
- history of
Creation
Ecumenism
Eschatology
Faith
Hope
God the Father
God the Son
God the Holy Spirit
Jesus Christ “
God
Man
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- Incarnation
- Life
- Life and Death
- Resurrection and Ascension
Mary
Morality
- Beatitudes
- Charity
- Commandments toward
- God
- Church
- Family
- Truth (Lying)
- Chastity
- Life, care of
- Unborn
- Babies
- Handicapped
- Elderly
- Dying
- Nature (Ecology)
- Justice
- for Races
- for Sexes
- Inner City
- Rural and Migrant
- World
- Peace
- Conscience
Prayer
- Personal
- Shared
- Common
- Liturgy
- Liturgical Seasons
- Saints
Revelation
- Natural
- Supernatural
Sacraments
- In General
- Baptism
- Confirmation
- Penance
- Eucharist
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- Mass
- Real Presence
- Matrimony
- Holy Orders
- Anointing
Sacred Scripture
- O.T. (Jewish)
- Gospels
- Acts
- Epistles
- As God Speaking
Sin
- Original
- Personal (Def.)
- Venial
- Serious
Supernatural
- Life and Grace
Trinity
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